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through a rate increase for SVLP. This return is higher than the
rates of return authorized for energy utilities during 1993. It is
somewhat lower than the return authorized for mid-sized telephone
utilities. Considering the potential opportunities for future
market growth and profitablity, however, we believe a return in

this range on a 1994 forecast basis is sufficient to induce
continuing investment required by SVLP at least during the interim
period pending final disposition of cellular regulation in our
Wireless 011.

B. Market Price comparisons
1. Applicant's Position

D.90-06-025 (Ordering Paragraph 9) requires a showing of
comparable market studies based specifically on data within its
respective MSA as a basis for rate increases. Since SVLP operates
within a duopoly, its proposed rate increase should preserve a
competitive choice for consumers. The Applicant offered a March
1992 market study prepared by Paul Kagan Associates, Inc. comparing
the monthly bill for a l50-minute customer usage at the lowest
possible rates for the top 60 cellular MSAs nationwide. As.shown
in the study, the Applicant's existing rates are the lowest of any
MSA in California and the third lowest in the u.s. After the
proposed increase, the bill of a retail customer under contract
plan B would pay $61.99 per month, only slightly below the $63.30
bill of its nonwireline competitor (see Exhibit C). The Applicant
does not indicate whether its rates would remain competitive at
other usage levels or payment plans.

The Applicant also presented as Exhibit 4 a comparison of
roamer rates with other cellular carriers in California. The
comparison shows that at present rates, SVLP is generally
competitive with other carriers. At the proposed increase, SVLP
would still remain lower than some carriers, but not others.
Precise bill comparisons are difficult because some carriers charge
a fixed daily access fee while the applicant does not.
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As a broader measure of market comparisons, the Applicant
presented statistics on the general rate of price level inflation
in the u.s. economy from 1985 when SVLP's rates were established
through 1992. According to the Applicant, the consumer price index
(CPI) published by the u.s. Department of Labor increased by 23.3%
over the 1985-92 period. Using this inflation rate as a
comparison, Applicant claims that retail rates would remain on
average 9.4% below the levels resulting if 1985 rates were adjusted
upward for inflation.

2. Discussion

Such comparisons of rate increases against general price
level inflation rates provide limited insight to the extent that
the generic grouping of commodities used to compute the CPI index
have experienced price inflation at a different rate than has the
cellular industry. A more meaningful comparison would have been
general price level changes within the cellular industry relative
to SVLP's proposed increase. Applicant provided no such
comparison. Moreover, while applicant favorably compares its
retail and wholesale increases relative to the cumulative inflation
rate of 23.3% cumulatively between 1985 and 1992, it does not
explain why roamer rates for off-peak usage should be increased by
as much as 560%. On average, applicant estimates an increase in
roamer revenue of 45.1% in 1994 as a result of its proposal.
Applicant offers no justification to grant such a
disproportionately large roamer increase relative to general
inflation.

At best, Applicant's m~rket comparison shows that its
proposed increase would essentially eliminate most of the
competitive retail price advantage that currently exists. Given
the current duopoly structure, the proposed rate increase would
largely deny retail customers any competitive alternative in
choosing between cellular providers. On this basis, Applicant's
market comparisons do not support the view that competitive forces
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can be relied upon to assure reasonable prices. Rather, they
suggest evidence the failure of duopoly competition, supplanted by
the regulatory cost-plus ratemaking approach that protects
monopolistic enterprises.

The fact that we previously approved prices for SVLP's
competitor which may have been comparable to those sought in the
present application does not dictate our disposition of applicant's
request. The rate increase we approved in 1989 for Sacramento
Cellular Telephone Company (Sacto) was based upon different
considerations. One of the most notable differences is that Sacto
was operating at a net deficit. Moreover, the rate relief granted
was expected only to provide about half of the amount required to
earn a return similar to that of major local telephone companies at
the time. By comparison, SVLP has not been operating a deficit.
It merely seeks to improve existing positive earnings.

Rather than establishing a bootstrap for SVLP to raise
its rates in tandem with its competitor, we gave notice to cellular
competitors that we would scrutinize any attempts to increase rates
given the anticipated competitive pressures to generate new
business and to keep prices down. It was not our goal to
continually wratchet up duopolists' rates to match each other'S
price increases. As we stated regarding the Sacto rate increase:

"Approval of this increase ... will result in a
pricing disparity in those markets between the
two wholesale carriers ...We will be interested
to observe the resulting effects upon
competition in these markets ... In any case, we
should expect to analyze and review very
carefully any attempted rate increase by
Sacto's and SCTC'S competitors. In the
critical review by the Commission Advisory and
Compliance Division, it was found that the
primary reason why this rate increase should be
approved is that Sacto and SCTC are losing
moneYi ... Similar scrutiny will be given to any
other requested increases tendered before the
conclusion of our 011." (Emphasis added.)
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(Resolution T-13068, May 10, 1989 - Request for
a general rate increase by Stockton Cellular
Telephone Company and Sacramento Cellular
Telephone Company.)

Since the issuance of this resolution, we have expressed
disappointment at the general failure of competition to lower
prices as previously noted in D.93-0S-069, and adopted more
rigourous standards of scrutiny for cellular carriers seeking
increases above existing ceiling levels.

Likewise, our more recent approval of roamer rates for
California RSA No. 3 limited Partnership was limited only to permit
an improved return from a negative 41% in 1992 to a negative 2%
return in 1994. (D. 93 -07 -011, p. 3.)

Judging from these past examples of rate increase
approvals, applicant's request for ratepayer funding of a 12.7%
return is unreasonably high.
c. Potential For Cross-SUbsidies

1. Position of Parties
Absent the settlement, the original issues raised in the

CRA protest are reinstituted. CRA's primary concern was the
potential anticompetitiveness of SVLP's wholesale rates vis-a-vis
retail rates, as referenced in Section IIA above. This concern
related specifically to the issue of cross-subsidies between retail
and wholesale rates. For each of the years 1990-1992, the
applicant consistently reported a net earnings deficit for retail
operations and a net gain for wholesale operations. For example,
in 1992, wholesale operations showed a net gain of $8.3 million
while retail operations showed a net loss of $7.6 million. To the
extent these figures properly allocate costs properly between
retail an~ wholesale service, they indicate cross-subsidization is
a problem.

2. Discussion
SVLP's application fails to resolve concerns over the

potential of cross-subsidies between retail and wholesale rates.

- 29 -

( .

)

)



. ,

A.93-07-017 ALJ/TRP/sid

In order to determine the need for a retail rate increase, we must
first determine the proper allocation of common costs between
wholesale and retail. Yet, as stated above, we have deferred
implementation of a cost allocation methodology pending the outcome
of the Wireless 011. As such, we have no established basis upon
which to test whether SVLP's proposed allocation of the rate
increase between retail and wholesale rates constitutes cross
subsidization, and consequently, whether the proposed increases are
reasonable.

A competitive firm that is not engaged in predatory
pricing will attempt to recover not only'retail-related expenses,
but also to cover a normal return on its equity capital. We
ordered in D.92-10-026 that for purposes of analyzing whether
retail operations break even on a rational business basis, a rate
of return of 14.75% should be assumed. The 14.75% return
corresponded to the maximum rate of return, after sharing,
authorized to Pacific Bell in the incentive regulatory proceeding.
Yet, as stated above, in D.93-05-069 we deferred implementation of
any cost allocation methodology for detecting cross subsidization
pending further review of broader industry issues in the Wireless
011. Thus, we cannot determine whether the recorded expense
allocations producing the applicant's reported retail deficit
are correct since we have not yet implemented cost allocation
procedures pending the outcome of the Wireless 011. The
application provides no support as to the cost of retail service
and whether its proposed retail rates reflect such cost. As such,
the record is deficient to support any findings as to the proper
pricing relationship between wholesale and retail rates, or whether
the proposed rates are reasonable in this respect.
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VI • Conclusion

For all these reasons, we find that the applicant has not
met its burden of proof that its proposed rate increase is
justified based upon its projected earnings with and without the
rate increases and market rate comparisons. We thus reject the
proposed Settlement Agreement and will proceed with further action
on this application in accordance with our Order below.

We provide the applicant the opportunity to revise the
terms of its Settlement Agreement so as to make it acceptable for
adoption. As an additional measure to assure that the Settlement
Agreement represents the affected interests of retail customers, we
strongly urge ORA to review the terms of any revised Settlement
Agreement. As a representative of ratepayers, ORA's appearance in
the proceeding and concurrence with the terms of any revised
Settlement Agreement would satisfy us that all affected interests
are thereby represented.
Findings of Fact

1. On July 9, 1993, Sacramento Valley Limited Partnership
(Applicant) filed an application for authority to increase its
rates and charges applicable to radio telecommunications services.

2. California Resellers Association, Inc. (CRA),
representing certificated cellular resellers in California, filed a
protest to the application on July 9, 1993.

3. Although various customers submitted letters complaining
about the proposed increase, no other party formally participated
in the proceeding.

4. CRA alleged in its protest that the application warranted
dismissal in that it failed to provide supporting data required by
0.90-06-025, did not justify any wholesale rate increase, and
provided no roamer margin to resellers.

5. By ruling dated October 28, 1993, CRA's request for
evidentiary hearings was granted.
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6. On December 14, 1993, the Applicant and SVLP jointly
filed a motion for adoption of a settlement agreement which
resolved all outstanding disputes between the parties.

7. The Settlement Agreement calls for amendment of the
application with respect to wholesale rates by enabling resellers
to benefit from increased margins at lower usage levels.

8. The Settlement Agreement also provides that resellers'
end-users which roam within any of the SVLP or Modoc RSA limited
partnership California serving areas would have their usage rated
at the appropriate wholesale rate for that area. Resellers would
receive a 25% discount when such resellers's end-users roam on
systems operated by an affiliate of SVLP's general partner in Los
Angeles or San Diego, California.

9. The Settlement Agreement is binding only on the condition
that the application, as amended, is approved in its entirety
without change on an ex parte basis.

10. The proposed rate changes for retail service remain
unaffected by the Settlement Agreement.

11. The applicant estimates that for 1994, its proposed
retail rate changes would increase retail service revenues by
$7,929,000 or 1~.5%, wholesale service revenues by $50,000 or 6.6%
and roamer service revenues by $1,938,000 or 45.1%.

12. Taking into account the effects of the Settlement
Agreement, the applicant estimates that its 1994 estimated pre-tax
income would be lower by $28,000 as compared with the original
application, translating into a reduction in return on investment
of 0.1%.

13. Since beginning operations in 1985, the applicant has
expanded its service area from an initial 1,200 square miles to
12,200 square miles with a corresponding facilities increase from 5
initial cell cites to 97 cell cites as of May 31, 1993.

14. The applicant's significant growth has resulted in
increased expenditures for plant investment.
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15. Although applicant's significant growth has generated
more customer service revenues, the growth in plant investment
outpaced the growth in service revenues during 1990-92.

16. During 1990-92, the partners' return on invested plant
deteriorated to below 1% due to its rapid growth in plant
investment.

17. As a precondition to approval as prescribed in
0.92-12-019, the Commission must be satisfied that a proposed all­
party settlement:

a. commands the unanimous support of all
active parties to the instant proceeding

b. that the sponsoring parties are fairly
reflective of the affected interests;

c. that no term of the settlement contravenes
statutory provisions or prior Commission
decisions;

d. that the settlement conveys to the
Commission sufficient information to
discharge its future regulatory obligations
with respect to the parties and their
interests.

18. As adopted in 0.93-04-058, Appendix A, Rule 11, no
cellular retail or wholesale rate may be raised above rates then­
existing levels without a showing according to Ordering Paragraph 9

of 0.90-06-025.
19. The Commission has not established explicit guidelines as

to how the information provided pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 9 is
to be evaluated and against what standards to determine that a rate
increase above ceiling levels is warranted.

20. The applicant claims that its proposed rate increase is
warranted in order to re-establish the proper balance between the
value of the service provided and its price.

21. Based upon the lowest possible customer bill for 150
minutes of usage in each of the Top 60 cellular MSA markets, SVLP's
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current customer bill is the third lowest, and after the proposed
increase would remain the sixteenth lowest of all markets and the
lowest of all listed California MSAs.

22. Although it would remain slightly lower than its
competitor after the rate increase based upon the comparison of
lowest possible bills, SVLP's proposal would eliminate most of its
competitive price advantage currently in place.

23. While SVLP makes comparisons based on the lowest possible
bill, it does not indicate how competitive its bills would be on an
average or most frequent usage basis, nor does it indicate proposed
billing factors which may be higher than those of its competitor.

24. Applicant claims that .its proposed retail and wholesale
rate increase will still result in a "real" rate decrease relative
to a general inflation rate of 23% between 1985 and 1992, yet no
comparisons are provided with respect to price level changes
specific to the cellular industry.

25. Applicant claims that its rate increase is required to
allow it to earn a reasonable return on investment, but it provides
no objective criteria to establish what a reasonable return would
be for a cellular firm in the initial stages of rapid growth.

26. Although applicant claims that it will only earn 3.9% on
its investment in 1994 without a rate increase, this projection is
based upon cost and revenue forecasts which were inadequately
supported by underlying economic assumptions.

27. Although D.90-06-025 stated that duopoly carriers seeking
to increase rates should describe the utilization of its system
relative to current engineered capacity, the applicant did not
disclose this information.

28. The fact that the earned return is expected to increase
from 0.8% in 1992 to 3.9% in 1994 even without a rate increase
indicates that earned return is subject to considerable volatility
and raises questions as to the reasonableness of basing a rate
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increase on a 1994 rate of return measure subject to such
volatility.

29. A return on investment for the applicant in the range of
9.5% to 10% would be in keeping generally with the range of returns
on rate base which we authorized regulated enterprises during 1993.

30. Although previous Commission decisions have stated that
cross subsidization between retail and wholesale cellular
operations should be avoided, applicant has not provided an
accounting of costs under its proposal to show that such cross
subsidization will not occur.
COnclusions of Law

1. Since the applicant proposes a rate increase above
ceiling levels as defined in 0.93-04-058, it is required to justify
its requested increase with a showing as required by Ordering
Paragraph 9 of D.90-06-025.

2. The burden of proof is on the applicant to prove the
reasonableness of its requested rate increase whether or not it is
formally contested.

3. The Settlement Agreement submitted in this proceeding
dated December 14, 1993 should be rejected since it does not meet
our criteria for acceptance as an all-party settlement in that the
sponsoring parties do not reflect the interests of retail
customers.

4. The reasonableness of retail and roamer rates must be
evaluated on the merits of the substantive evidence since the
Settlement Agreement does not adequately represent retail
interests.

5. The applicant has not met its burden of proof that the
proposed increase in retail and roamer rates is justified.

6. Apart from the Settlement Agreement, the applicant has
not justified that its wholesale rate increase is justified.

7. Applicant's proposal to rerate calls placed by its
customers while they roam on another cellular carriers network
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raises certain legal issues which require resolution in the
Wireless OIl (I.93-12-007) prior a final disposition of its roamer
rate proposals as noted in the ALJ ruling dated February 18, 1994.

8. Since the Settlement Agreement is rejected, the parties
revert to their original positions and the Protest filed by CRA
becomes reactivated.

9. Further action to dispose of this application should be
taken pursuant to one of the options as set forth in the Order
below.

IltTBRIM ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. The Settlement Agreement submitted by parties on

December 14, 1993 is hereby rejected.
2. In order to dispose of this application, the parties

shall be given the opportunity to select one of the options for
further action in this proceeding, as set forth below. Parties
shall notify the ALJ in writing no later than 30 calendar days
following issuance of this order, indicating which option is
preferred.

a. Amend the Settlement Agreement such that it
is not contingent upon adoption of any
increase in regular or roamer service for
retail customers. The amended Settlement
Agreement should be submitted for review no
later than 30 calendar days following
issuance of this interim decision. In this
case, a final decision could then be issued
on the merits of the settlement insofar as
it is limited to reseller issues and on the
remaining application based on the merits
of the direct showing of applicant.

b. Discontinue further attempts at settlement
and propose reinstituted schedules for
discovery and evidentiary hearings on
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disputed issues as originally ordered
pursuant to the ALJ ruling of October 28,
1993 adjusted for the passage of time since
the settlement agreement.

3. In the event the parties seek to resubmit their
Settlement Agreement, we strongly urge DRA to file an appearance in
the proceeding for the purpose of expressing its opinion as to
whether the Settlement Agreement is in the public interest. Within
five working days following issuance of this order, DRA shall
advise the ALJ of availability of staff for purposes of such
review.

4. The deficiencies identified in applicant's showing are
summarized in Appendix C. Applicant should provide the information
called for in Appendix C as a basis for a final decision on the
requested rate increase. The information should be provided no
later than 30 calendar days following the effective date of this
order.

s. Further action shall be taken to dispose of this
application following notification from parties concerning
preferences for options outlined above.

This order is effective today.
Dated April 6, 1994, at San Francisco, California.

DANIEL Wm. FESSLER
President

PATRICIA M. ECKERT
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY
P. GREGORY CONLON

Commissioners

I abstain.
lsi JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR.

Commissioner
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BASIC RETAl!PLAN

APPENDIX A
Page 1

PROPOSED RATE CHANGES
(PRE-SETTLEMENT)

EzlaibitG

Q An A:iaa A Basic Retail Plan customer with ISO minutes ofusaae and
DO opdoaal featUreS woaJd see the monthly bill increase 18.1$ from.
$54.50 to U4.15; this includes the impICC of the peak period's
expaasion to Monday tbrough Saturday 7:00am to 8:00pm (excepting
specified holidays) which is estimated to mause peak usaae from
sor. to as.,. New multi-Dumber diIcounts have been added,. and
monthly fea1Ure charges have been eliminated, which combined could
limit the effective increase to 4.3" (from $S8.2S to 56O.7S).

CurnDt CI!!rp Pr!pO!!d QuI!! ~~ (Decrase)

Prig""""rmcgt AI::a.A AlaI. ADa.A ADaA AI:ra.A ma..a
BMlcnuDrate p1aa

Scrricc &abUsbmcat
1-4Nambcn moo sso.oo sso.oo sso.oo 0.0C' O.OC'
S-9N1UDIlcn moo sso.oo S47.50 $047.50 (S.O'II) (S.QIIJ)
1~24Numben $50.00 Sso.OO $45.00 $045.00 (10.0'11) (l0.Qt.)
2S+Namtas $50.00 moo .$42.50 $o42.S0 (IS.O'II) (lS.Qt.)

MaadI1y Ac:ceu
1-4Nambas S20.00 S3O.OO moo S3O.00 2O.O'fD o.ot.
S-9N.-s S20.00 S!O.OO $22.10 S21.50 1<4.0'11 (S.Qt.)
1~24 NIIIIIben S20.00 S30.oo UI.60 527.00 I.K (lQ.Qt,)
2S+N.... S20.00 S30.00 DUO ns.so 2..QlI, (lS.Qt.)

AidfmeR.-
Paak $0.250 $0.350 SCU90 $0.350 16J)l1, O.K
QIr·Pak so.lSO SQ.2..5O $O.lSO SQ.2SO O.Q'l, 0.Qt.

MadIll)' fellin
Fint S2.5O suo SQ.OO $0.00 000.0'11) (IOO.Qt.)
SecaDd S1.2S S1.25 so.oo so.oo (100.0'11) (IOO.Qt.)

SVLPAmaA:

SVLPAmaB:

s.cramaato MSA. Sroc:kIDa MSA. MocIcaIo MSA. Yaba City MIA. SienaIlSA. soudtem pqrt:ioa of
TcilamaRSA
Odco MSA.Reddiac MSA. DClI1bc:na ponioa ofTchama RSA
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BASIC WHOLESALE PLAN

APPENDIX A
Page 2

Ezhibit G (conlin_II) C •

)

ForzacUcrs with >100 numbers and 20,000 peak minutes. an Area A
Basic WholaaJe PlIII end usa' with ISO miDU1l:S ofusale aDd no
optiaaal featun:s W08Id pacnte a montbly biD iDcreasc of 17.()'I,
from $42 32 to $49.51; this includes the impact·of the peak period's
expension to Moaday throup Saturday 7:00am to 8:00pm (excepting
specified hoUdays) which is estimated to iDaase peak usaaefrom
8()1, to asCII. New ainime discount tiers have been added. and
monthly feature charges have been eliminated. which combined could
limit the effective increase to 1.1% (from $44.57 to $45.05). In
addition, service establishment fees have been reduced 15%•

9"P!am. .........a-- • '--<Deere>

Jlrtslh....... .61:1&I. .Ar&I ..AaU. .6a&I. ~ .......................
.....rnn' .ls.oo .lSJlO 1l1." IU." ; (l,S,K) (l,S,K)
w.IIIJA.-

1~N..-..·

SI....... 'lsm IZUS aUl IZz.tS 24K G.oa
>1....... '1·130 aus aUG S21.DD 11~. (2,1.)

50'.......
SI....... .ISJD GUS a7.u IZLIO 14_ tus)
>1....... '14.!O S'ZlAS IlS.t6 .IUS 11.... (7••)

10.........
SI....... .Ism GUS 11U1 120M U. (lG.oa)
>1....... '14.!O mAS .Wl .ILtO 5.". (11-">

25+......
Sl....... sum GUS IU.JI SIUl 2." (U..).
>1...... 114.30 mAS 11U1 S17.15 (Q.l.) (l6.K)

AiItIaIIa-....
S-.-M-. IlUll' lUll am SIll.2I& 15.M1o G.oa
>-.-M-. IUD IUM lUIS IlW4 au. o.or.
>........ IUD IUM IQ212 IG.2IO 14.3. (1.4.)

"......... IUD IUM IUD ... '"" (503.)

" 7JO.IllD...... IUD IUM lUllS sues G.oa (13.".)
ClShk

s2,tllO..... SCUD IUDS ..121 IUDS G.oa G.oa
>2,tllO.... ..ID IUD am IUD G.oa G.oa
>"'-M-. ...2Z IUD "130 IUIIO (1.61'0) (loft)
>"....... am IUD ..... .... (5.".) (5.4.)
>112JDD.... a.I2Z IUD ..las ..." (I':K) (lJA)

w.IIIJr-.
fh 11.so 1I.so ... IlUIO (l1IlLOIi) (lUl1.IIIi)

).... .." Ill" ... Il1AIO (l1IlLOIi) 000.·)

SVIJ'A.-A: s.a-MSA.!&ocIbIe MSA........MSA.y.CIJMSA.,S-IlSA.......pordGoot
T..... ISA.

SVlJ'A.-B: OIMMSA.bddiII&MSA......,..,.clT.....1SA
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RETAIL CONTRACT PLANS:
FDr SVU' Area A

APPENDIX A
Page 3

EDibit G (continu,d)

a Four new 12-month con1DCt plans are beiDj introduced in Area A.
offcrinl sublc1ibers discounts up to almost 10'1 (depeDding on the
se1ectecl comnct IDd usaae latels) below the proposed Basic Rate
P1aD. The peak period is the same u for the proposed Basic Plan
(Moaday throup·SltUIday 7:00am to 8:00pm). The ISO-minute
customer with a proposed Buic Rate Plan bill of $64.35 would pay
only $61.99 on Plan B (a savings of $2.36. or 3.7%).

«;etnd PI. '*EJCII!IIIt !IIII.A !IIIJl .

Itl&ail (Ana A)
CoDtrICI DlatiDD (moeIbs) 11 11 11 11
Early CumUMi. PCDIlty SI50.oo SI50.oo Sl5O.OO SlSO.oo
Sc:rvicc EJtaNish.......1

1-4Naambcn sso.oo S50.oo S5O.OO $50.00
5-9 N1IaIbIa S47.50 S47.50 S47.50 S47.50
ID-24N..... $45.00 S45.00 $45.00 $45.00
25+ NuaaIIcn S42.S0 S42.S0 S42.S0 S42.S0

MOIIlhly Acc:ca
BlIIldIed MiDUla so ISO 300 soo
1-4Nuraa.. $35.99 $61.99 $99.99 SI44.99"
5-9 Nunabc:n $34.79 S6Q.79 S9L79 SI43.79
ID-24N~ S3159 S59.59 $91.59 S142.59
2S+N..... $32.39 SSU9 $96.39 S141.39

IDcIemcaIaJ Aitime Rasa
Pelt SCU90 SQ.29O SQ.19O SCU90
otr-Peat SQ.150 SQ.lSO SQ.150 so.l50
DiICOlIIIl oa 3.K 6.01Ii lo.()lI,

SVI.P Area A: SacnmaaIO MSA. StoetIoD MSA. Modes1O MSA. y_city
MSA. Siena RSA, IOUlbcm ponioa oI'TcJwna RSA
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RxhibU G (continued)
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WHOLESALE CONTRACT PLANS:
For SVLP Ana A

Q The SIIDC four DeW 12-mooth contrICt plans intlOduced to retail
CDStame:l'Sare also available to reseIIers. De peak period is the same
u for the pI'Olucd Basic Rate Plu (Moaday du'oup Saturday
7:00am to 8:00pm). The lSQ..miDuac end user mentioned with a
proposed \\.,. >lesale luic Rate Plan BiD of $49.51 would ,enerate
cbarps of0: \y $43.39 on Plan B (a savinp of $6.12, or 12.4~).

Cetracs "n.*E'Jrmcpt

WIIolllllJe (Ana A)
CaaIrac:l DtnI:ioII (moadas) 12 12 12 12
Emy~...Pcu1t)' . SI20.00 $120.00 $120.00 $120.00
Serric& &1:aIIUIbmeut SI2-7S SI2.75 SI2.15 Sl2.7S
M0Il1h1y AJ:I*&

BuDdled MIn.. '0 150 300 SOl)

~looN""" S25.2O $44.62 S71.22 $102.73
> looNumben S24.29 $4139 S69~99 S101.50

IIIc:remmw Aktimc Rarcs
Peak
~ 20,000 MiDullll $0.231 SO..23I $0.231 SQ.238
>2O.OClO MiDua SQ.23S $0.235 SQ.23S SQ.23S
>2SO.ODO MiDutel $0.232 SO.232 SQ.232 so.m
>soo.ooo Mia.teI SG.223 $0.223 SQ.223 SQ.223

>7so.ooo MiD8ta $0.203 SQ.203 SG.203 SG.203
oo:.PCIIt
~2,0D0"" SQ.ln $0.123 $0.123 $0.123
>2,000MiDaIIlI SQ.122 so.l22 SO,I22 so.l22
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)

SVLP Area A: SIcrameDto MSA. SIoc:ttaa MSA. Modesto MSA. Yuba Cit)'
MSA. Sierra RSA.1OU1berD partioD oCTcIwnI RSA
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Exhibit G (continued)

ROAMING

a SVLP has simplified its roaming rate structure by charging the same
rate during peak and off-peak periods and the same rate in Areas A
and B; California-based roamers will pay a lower roaming rate (79¢
per minute) than out-of-state roamers (99¢ per minute). SVLP
customers roaming elsewhere in California will not pay more than 60¢
per minute (with no daily access charges).
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SETILEMENTAGREE~NT

This Settlement Agreement ("Agreement") is entered into thiS~y of
December, 1993, by and between Sacramento-Valley Limited Partnership
("SVLP") and Cellular Resellers Association, Inc. ("CRAIt). SVLP and CRA are
sometimes collectively referred to as "Parties" or individually referred to as a
"Party".

RECITALS

A. On July 9, 1993, SVLP filed Application 93-07-017 (the
"Application") with the California Public Utilities Commission ("Commission")
seeking to restructure and increase its cellular telecommunication rates. On
August 13, 1993, CRA filed a protest to the Application, requesting that the matter
be set for hearing. A Prehearing Conference was held on September 27, 1993 to
consider the merits of CRA's protest

B. On October 28,1993, the assigned Administrative Law Judge issued
a ruling (the "Ruling") regarding the protest of CRA. The Ruling (i) granted
CRA's request for a hearing, (ii) granted eRA permission to conduct discovery and
submit testimony, (iii) directed SVLP to supplement the Application to comply
with Ordering Paragraph 9 of D.90-06-025 and justify its proposed changes in
peak hours, (iv) established a discovery schedule, and (v) encouraged the Parties to
pursue possible settlement

C. As recommended by the Administrative Law Judge, SVLP and CRA
have successfully concluded settlement negotiations, on the terms and conditions
set forth in this Agreement

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual terms,
covenants and conditions herein contained, the Parties agree as follows:

1. Within three (3) business days following execution of the
Agreement, the Parties will file a joint motion with.the Commission under Rule 51
of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure for waiver of the
requirements of Rule 51, et seq. and for approval of this Agreement (the
"Motion"). The Parties agree to use their best efforts and cooperate to obtain the
approval of this Agreement by the Commission. .

2. SVLP agrees to file with the Motion an amendment to the
Application to:
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(i) modify the rate schedules and tiers for its proposed wholesale
basic and contract rate plans, as specified in Exhibit "A" attached hereto and
incorporated herein;

(ii) charge its rescUers rates that are equal to the wholesale rates
charged by the foreign carrier, when such reseUer's end-users roam in California
on a system operated by SVLP or Modoc RSA Limited Partnership; and

(iii) charge its reseUers a rate that is a twenty-five PerCent (25%)
discount off the comparable rate SVLP proposes to charge its retail customers,
when such reseUer's end-users roam on the system operated by an affiliate of
SVLP's general partner in Los Angeles or San Diego, California.

3. CRA agrees that, as part of the Motion, CRA will withdraw its
protest to the Application, as amended, contingent upon Commission approval of
this Settlement Agreement, in its entirety.

4. . Both Parties agree to join in the Motion in requesting expedited
consjderation of the amended Application, on~ ex parte basis.

5. The promises made herein by each Party shall act as both covenants
and conditions upon the other Party's performance.

6. The effectiveness of this Agreement is contingent upon the
Commission's issuance of a decision approving this Agreement, in its entirety, and
the Applicatio~, as amended, on an ex parte basis. Ifno decision approving this
Agreement and the amended Application is issued, on an ex parte basis, this
Agreement shall be null and void, the obligations hereunder shall thereupon
terminate and the discovery, testimony and hearing schedule will be reinstated,
taking into account the time elapsed since the Parties agreed, in principle, to settle.

7. The positions taken herein, and the actions taken in furtherance of
this Agreement, are in settlement of contested issues in the Application and are not
intended to constitute admissions, or prejudice the positions of each Party, in any
other proceeding.

8. Each Party to this Agreement represents that the person executing
this Agreement on its behalfhas been duly authorized by that Party to execute this
Agreement on its behalf. - .

-
9. Each Party acknowledges that it has had the benefit and advice 'of

independent legal counsel in connection with this Agreement and understands the
meaning of each tenn of this Agreement and the consequences of signing this
Agreement

. \ .

)

)
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10. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the Parties to
this Agreement, and all previous understandings, agreements, and communications
prior to the date hereof, whether express or implied, oral or written, relating to the
subject matter of this Agreement are fully and completely extinguished and
superseded by this Agreement This Agreement shall not be altered, amended,
modified, or otherwise changed except by a writing duly signed by all the Parties
h~ero. .

11. 'Ibis Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of
California.

12. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which
shall constitute an original.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have entered into the Agreement, as
of the last date written below.

SACRAMENTO-VALLEY LIMITED
PARTNERSHIP

By: _
Its: _
Date: _

CELLULAR RESELLERS
ASSOC nON, INC.

By:~~~-~~_:___==_
Its: ~!",~(J~

Date:,_-+-e;.-f-J~-T-i--=-__
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&hIbUA

I ..

a Por rescUers with >100 numbers and 20,000 peak minutes, an Area A
Buic Wholesale PIe end user with ISO minutes ofusage and no
optional features would generate a monthly bJU Increase of 11.4% .
from $42.32 to $47.14; this includes the impact of the peak period's'
expansion to MeDday through Saturday 7:00am to 8:00pm (excepti~1
specified holidays) which is estimated to increase peak usage from
809& to 859&. New airtime discount tiers have been added. and
monthly feature chirps have been eliminated, which combined co~ld
limit the effective Increase to 1.1% (from $44.57 to $4S.05). In
addition, service establishment fees have been reduced 15%•

. .
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WHOLESALE CONTRACT PLANS:
For SVU'Ar,aA

a '!be same four new 12-1DODlh COIlUICt p1IDIlDuoduced to.retaJ1
customers ate also avl1lablc to fN81Jen. 'Iho peak period is thes~
u for the proposed Bwe Rate Plaa (Moaday throop Saturday
7:00am to 8:00pm). The 150-miaute end user mentioned with a
proposed wholesale Basic Rate Plan Bill of $47.14 would generate
charges ofonly $43.39 on Plan B (a savings of$3.75, or 8.0%).
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COftUacl DuraUon (monw) 12 12 1%
BIll)' Cu::ellaUOIl PCIlalt)· SI20.oo $120.00 S12O.OO
SerIic& BatabllshmeDt $12.75 $12.15 $12.75
MoDd\1y Acceu

BUIldlId MI1MII 50 150 300
S 100 Numbers S2S.20 $44.62 $71.2%
> 100 Nusnbcn $24.2t 143." $69.99

lDclna\clllal AInl= R&1eI
Pelt

s; 13.000 MlnU1a . SO.232 so.m $0.2»
>13.oooMJ... SCUll SCUll so.211
> 100,000MlmJIea SCUI0 SG.21O $0.210
> 150.000 MtnuIa $0.203 SCU03 $0.203

OR'-"'t
S 2,000 Minutes $0.120 $0.120 $0.120 20
>z.oao MlDlMa $0.113 IO.U3 so.UJ

~
> IJ,OOO Mlacnea $O.IW atot SQ.).

>n.5OQ Mtl\lltel so.lOS ..tOS $0.105
D1ICnnl 0.. 3.or. 6.K
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ROAMING

o SVLP hIS IfmpJ~ed ltll'OUlklJ rate stlUeture by chqiD. the SIIIM
I'Ito duriDJ,..ud off-peak periods and tile IIIDe rate In Alas A
ud Bj Califomia.bued roamers will pay a lower roaminl rate (79f
pet miDuto) tbIIl out-of-state roamers (99_ per minute). SVLP retap
customers roaming elsewhere in California will not pay more than ~O¢

per minute (with no dally aecCss chlll1es).
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B%hlb~A (contlnu,d)

C.- SVLP proposes to continue to offer more favorable automatic roam:
1rates to customers ofcarriers that extend favorable rateS toS~ I

customers and with which validation facilities permit lowe: costi tOi
SVLP. The rates below are exceptions to those listed OD the previous
page; the peak period for each will be Monday through Saturday
7:00am to 8:00pm (excepting specified holidays).

''ds'eu lip AN A lID ArM R
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Deficiencies in Application

Listed below are the areas of the application where
deficiencies exist. We are directing the applicant to provide
additional information, as noted, to permit a final decision on the
merits of the application. Some of the referenced material below
was provided confidentially to the ALJ under GO 66-c and not
d~sclosed to other parties. Accordingly, this appendix shall be
provided confidentially only to applicant initially. Applicant
shall advise the ALJ in a timely manner as to whether any ot

_. Appendix C should remain confidential.

3.. Return on Investment
The applicant has not justified that a return on

investment as high as 12.7% should be funded through a rate
.inc~ease, or that it reflects the true cost of capital for the
partnership in 1994, considering its risk and potential for future
profits. We direct SVLP to recast its proposed rate increase to
assume a return on investment of 9.75% for 1994, the midpoint of
the range we identify in our findings above.

2. Roamer Increases

Applicant has not justified that a roamer increase of 45%
is justified given the rate of inflation and increase in costs of
providing roamer service. We conclude that any increase in roamer
rates should be limited to that granted for retail service.
Applicant's showing should be revised accordingly.

3. Customer Growth

Between 1991.··and 1994, applicant projects retail
customers to grow by 140%. Given its significance as a determinant
of earnings, documentation is required to justify the customer
growth assumptions. This documentation should explain how customer
growth is affected by competition for'relative market share with
its competitor over time. Applicant should document what
demographic, economic, and industry factors were used to estimate
customer growth through 1994.


